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Historians have contended that the political usage of references to the Revolt of the Netherlands (1566-1648) had its real origin in the eighteenth century. They consider the rise of interest in national history a phenomenon of the Enlightenment and, in the Dutch context, the result of a growing popular awareness of real or imaginary economic and moral decline. I. Leonard Leeb, for example, has shown that revolutionaries and their opponents at the end of the eighteenth century revived popular interest in the national past to cloak their arguments 'with the wisdom of age and the sanctity of precedent'.
1 Joop Koopmans has demonstrated that rivalling Orangist and Patriot factions in the 1780s used memories of the Revolt in their political struggles.
2 And Wijnand Mijnhardt and Margaret Jacob have argued that a widespread feeling of decline in the eighteenth century 'produced a new national consciousness that drew its inspiration from the past'.
3 These scholars suggest that the politicization of national history was a new development in the eighteenth century.
Pieter Geyl and G.O. van de Klashorst, and more recently Judith Pollmann, Jill Stern and Ingmar Vroomen, however, have revealed that the political deployment of the national past was not very new in the eighteenth or nineteenth century. They have shown that supporters of the house of Orange (which had played a leading role in the sixteenth-century struggle against the Habsburg overlord) and their adversaries (who disapproved of the princes of Orange having political influence) prolifically commemorated the Revolt of the Netherlands in the seventeenth century. 4 Furthermore, Judith Pollmann has demonstrated that anti-peace propagandists used references to the first decades of the Revolt, the 1560s, 70s and 80s, to convince the population of Spain's unreliability and to mobilize as many people as possible against peace. This political exploitation of the past at the beginning of the seventeenth century resulted in a popular historical canon, a sequential narrative that reduced the conflict to the bare essentials of Dutch victimhood and Spanish evil. 5 Recurring episodes in the canon were, for instance, the religious persecutions of Philip ii in the 1550s and 60s, the indigenous nobility's plea for moderation of the religious placards (1566), and the unpopular governorship of Fernando Álvarez de Tolédo, duke of Alba (1567-1573).
6
For the narrative to serve an anti-peace political agenda, it needed to be relatively tolerant in its coverage and interpretation of past events, which explains why most political references to the Revolt published in the Republic were fiercely anti-Spanish but not characterized foremost by a distinctly anti-Catholic tone. With a substantial part of the population still adhering to Catholicism, such an approach would be counterproductive. 7 The canonical narrative lost this open character, however, when it became contested in the domestic struggles between two factions within the Reformed church during the Twelve Years' Truce (1609-1621). Due to the ultimate victory of the orthodox Counter-Remonstrant faction, and of their protector Prince Maurice of Orange, the historical canon of the Revolt acquired Orangist as well as orthodox Calvinist associations. 11 But spreading an anti-Orangist reading of the past could be quite a challenge. Looking back on the continued references to the past during the disorders and troubles at the time of the First Anglo-Dutch War (1652-1654), which was lost by the Republic, diplomat and historian Lieuwe van Aitzema explained how clergymen in particular deliberately propagated the dominant Orangist reading of the past. He wrote that Orangist propagandists felt it was necessary:
for reason of State / on the Chair / during meals / in Barges / and on Carts to tell / yes for children to learn at their mother's knee that a hundred thousand were killed for the sake of religion / that the Duke of Alba had prided himself on killing eighteen thousand [...] And the history of one hundred thousand, and of eighteen thousand put often on the stage / served to move the people to endurance and perseverance. It would well-nigh be idolatry / should one not believe it.
12
Stern's argument that the supporters of True Freedom needed to develop an alternative interpretation of the Revolt convinces in many respects, but since she focuses on Orangist rhetoric she has not asked why authors who sympathized with the States Party felt obliged to relate their political ideology to the existing popular historical narratives about the conflict. These were, after all, tainted by Orangist associations and, furthermore, opponents of the Orange dynasty already had a wide repertoire of alternative ways to argue why the Republic did not need the house of Orange. Holland's history of independence and the Batavian Myth -a fictional story about the protoDutch Batavian people who fiercely fought the Roman Empire -both suggested Dutch people disliked over-ambitious princely rulers and that they were historically capable of resisting a foreign tyrant without an Orange prince as stadholder. AntiOrangist propagandists frequently deployed such alternative frames of reference.
13
10 Stern, Orangism (n. 4), p. The present article will explore 1) why, despite the pro-Orange character of the historical canon of the Revolt, members of the States Party nonetheless used references to the Revolt in support of their political arguments, and 2) how they solved the problems they encountered in doing so. Two cases will be dealt with: firstly, the aftermath of William ii's attack on Amsterdam (1650-1651) and, secondly, the political controversy surrounding the Exclusion Act of 1654.
Reinterpreting the Revolt
The Peace of Westphalia in 1648 formally ended the Eighty Years' War, and it occasioned a disagreement about the dismissal of troops: now that the war was over, many Holland regents urged a reduction of troops to relieve the tax burden. Other provinces as well as the stadholder Prince William ii were less keen on Holland's plan, fearing its implementation might weaken the Republic. The prince and his supporters believed that Dutch people profited from war because the shared enemy had kept the country together.
14 The example of the Twelve Years' Truce, when confessional struggles had brought the country to the verge of civil war, was still fresh in the public memory.
15
To give an example of how memories of the Revolt continued to be used after 1648 to support the anti-peace agenda of Orangists we may turn to printer Jan Pietersz in Haarlem who in 1653 brought on the market a new edition of an old pamphlet: Useful Comments on the Spanish Council. 16 It contained the advice allegedly given to the Spanish king Philip ii at the end of the sixteenth century by three learned men, Justus Lipsius, Erycius Puteanus and Friar Campanella. As the story goes, they had urged Philip to negotiate a peace with the rebels so that the Dutch could be lulled to sleep. The king would subsequently need only to coordinate a surprise attack to bring the disobedient provinces back under his rule. A 'True Patriot' argued in the preface of the 1653-edition that the war should be resumed, and he tried to convince his readers by refreshing the memory of the untrustworthiness of the Spanish. Yet, he admitted that not even those of 'the smallest intellect' needed much informing about all the obstacles that had led to the foundation of the Republic, indicating the lively memory culture about the Revolt, especially among old people for whom 'there is not a sweeter pastime […] / than when they may speak about the old times'.
17
In arguing their case, opponents of Holland's desire for the dismissal of troops turned to the most important constitutional document of the Republic, the Union of Utrecht (1579), which laid down that the military was a matter not for the individual provinces but for the States General. Holland could thus not simply discharge the military regiments on its own. According to Holland, however, this interpretation of the Union of Utrecht was acceptable only in war time, whereas now that the war was over, doubt had arisen about the Union's constitutional status. Since there was no central financial administration in the Republic and individual provinces were responsible for paying the troops allocated to them ('apportionment'), the States of Holland could decide unilaterally to suspend the payments to their regiments, which they did.
18 In reaction to this measure, and citing his oath to uphold the Union, Prince William ii arrested six members of the States of Holland who sympathized with the States Party and tried to take by force the most powerful engine behind Holland's opposition to the prince: the city of Amsterdam. The attack failed as a number of companies lost their way. A courier from Hamburg had seen the troops and notified Amsterdam's magistrate of the imminent arrival of a large army. The city subsequently locked its gates and could no longer be taken by surprise. A few months after the failed attack, the prince died unexpectedly.
19 Although William ii's only son was born eight days after his father's death, Holland and the other provinces decided to leave the stadholderly office vacant and not to appoint the young William iii, or any other member of the Orange dynasty, as their new stadholder.
20
William's sudden death prompted the States General to convene the Great Assembly of 1651 to find a durable solution for the dismissal of troops and other disagreements about the Union. 21 Representatives from all provinces of the Republic attended the assembly, which was held in the Great Hall of the Binnenhof ('Inner Court') in The Hague. Grand Pensionary Jacob Cats opened the first meeting in January 1651. In a 17 Anonymous, Dienstige aenmerkingen, p. 4-5: 'aldergeringhsten van verstandt'; 'Daer is geen soeter liefkoserie voor oude luyden / als datse van den ouden tijdt moghen spreecken'. 18 More about 'apportionment' or 'repartitie', see Fruin, Geschiedenis der staatsinstellingen (n. 9), p. To Holland's satisfaction, the Great Assembly confirmed the sovereignty of the provinces. Yet it did not solve the continuing tensions between provincial autonomy and the delegation of authority to the Union. Already well before the assembly had begun, supporters of True Freedom and Orangist propagandists had fought out a media war.
24
In their political arguments in the 'present', both parties claimed to act in the spirit of the past Revolt against the Habsburg overlord. The well-known anti-Orangist pamphlet Holland Talk, which was published shortly after William ii's attack, considered the actions of the prince as an unacceptable break with the moral legacy of the Revolt. The author for example suggested that William ii had treated the cities of Holland 'as if they were cities of the King of Spain'. 25 In the pamphlet, four people from Gelderland, Holland, Friesland and Brabant discuss the prince's recent coup. Holland decries William ii for 'doing everything to the city [Amsterdam] , that an enemy would be able to do'.
26 In reaction to the Gelderlander's accusation that Holland had acted unconstitutionally in the matter of the disbanding of the troops, the Hollander explains that 'The seven provinces are united / or connected to each other / but it is not a single body / only in matters of war'. He cites the first article of the Union (which, as he points out, gave the Republic its name of 'United Provinces' -in the plural) as evidence that the provinces delegated their sovereignty to the States General only because of the war.
27 Since the war was over and the basis for such collaboration 28 Here the Hollander draws a parallel between past and present by highlighting the high-handed attempt of Francis, duke of Anjou, who had been appointed as sovereign by the rebels in 1581 but was given so little power that he became frustrated and tried to seize Antwerp in 1583. As a result, the States General no longer recognized the duke as their sovereign. By evoking this historical example, the author of Holland Talk showed that it was not impossible to appropriate the memory of despicably than Anjou, the Hollander argues that 'here there is no Sovereign / but a Stadholder; here there is no Parliament that is called by the Sovereign and / when he pleases / dissolved. Here there are States / who stand in their own right / and who acknowledge no one as a higher lord'.
29 Although Anjou had acted reprehensibly, at least he did so as a sovereign. William ii was merely a stadholder, which meant his conduct was even more unconstitutional. A similar argument can be found in the Right Second Part of the Holland Talk, in which a Brabanter claims that William ii surpassed even the duke of Alba in wickedness. The Gelderlander is shocked by this statement: 'I don't know how the gentleman from Brabant can substantiate that [claim] / that the Prince could be compared to the duke of Alba, the cruelest Tyrant of the World'. The Brabanter subsequently explains that Alba acted on the orders of his natural lord, Philip ii, while William ii counteracted the orders of his, the States of Holland.
30
The published fictional dialogues between Dutch people from all corners of the Republic demonstrate how authors sought to increase the persuasiveness of their argument by involving people with diverging opinions and then having the author's opinion prevail -in this case the Hollander's.
31 Another good example is the antiOrangist The Hague Shoptalk, published after the death of William ii and at the time of the Great Assembly. Four men (a Hollander, a Zeelander, a Frisian and a Groninger) gather in a bookshop in The Hague and discuss the political situation. The Groninger has just entered and asks for news, specifically for tidings from France or England. The Hollander answers that they were not talking about England or France but about 'the great changes which / now for a year / or a bit more time / occurred in these United Provinces'.
32 He thanks God for the positive turn events had taken -William ii died at the end of 1650 -and he says 'I cannot see that for the duration / that we were at war with the King of Spain / we had ever so great a victory / as now a year ago'.
33
The Hollander considers the death of Prince William to be the best thing that has ever happened to the Republic. The Groninger does not quite understand this celebration of the prince's death and proposes to discuss the matter further.
34 After the unsuccessful attack on Amsterdam, the prince and the States had reached an agreement about disbanding the troops. Was it not a bit cruel to celebrate William's death as a triumph? The Hollander explains that just before his death, the prince was as bellicose as ever. His death may have been tragic, but ultimately it benefitted the country.
35
To prove his point, the Hollander teaches a brief history lesson in which he gives a new spin to existing narratives about the Revolt. He refers to the sixteenth-century past to show that from the greatest evil good things could arise. He recalls a series of events, beginning with the religious persecutions under Philip ii. These persecutions violated local privileges, but the positive result was public discontent. Discontent in the 1560s was the prelude to the grand-scale Revolt, which ultimately gave rise to the freedom that people enjoyed 'now'. The next episode in the story of the Hollander is the governorship of the duke of Alba at the end of the 1560s and beginning of the 1570s. The frequent references to his oppressive tribunal, the Council of Troubles, in a variety of media show that by 1650 the duke was still an example capable of evoking strong associations with injustice. But although Alba was perceived as wicked, his regime had strengthened the rebels in their convictions and had motivated them to continue fighting. Then the Hollander arrives at the famous capture of Den Briel by the rebels in 1572. When 'the Queen of England denied entry to the Sea Beggars (as people called them) / since she had peace with the King of Spain; this seemed a very evil sign / but it was the beginning of our deliverance / as the new beggars […] not knowing where to harbour / came to Den Briel'. 36 The capture of Den Briel was the first rebel take-over of a city, and it was followed by other cities siding with the rebels.
The Hollander continues enumerating the canonical episodes of the history of the Revolt, such as the atrocities committed by Spanish soldiers in Rotterdam (1572), Zutphen (1572), Naarden (1572) and Haarlem (1573). In most narratives, authors used these episodes as evidence of the cruel nature of Spanish rulers and to justify the war against Spain. 37 The Hollander looks at it from a more positive perspective. When they were besieged in 1573-1574, inhabitants of the cities of Alkmaar and Leiden knew about the cruelties committed in other towns and were so horrified by them that they refused to surrender and were willing to fight until the very end. This proved to be the best strategy, and both cities fought off the Spanish army. The Hollander ends with the murder of William of Orange by Balthasar Gérard in 1584: 'Then everyone thought the Land was lost; but it was a great blessing for the Land'.
38 In 1584, the States of Holland had intended to make the prince count of Holland 'as a result of which we would have changed Lord / but not condition / as we would not have been better off with Orange than with Spain: so his death brings us more good / than evil'.
39
Memory politics and the Exclusion
The analysis of a number of important texts published in 1650-1651 and written by adherents of True Freedom has revealed that States Party propagandists apparently considered it useful to refer to the Revolt in their political texts, even though this required a constant and sometimes laborious reinterpretation of the dominant historical canon.
40 To further illustrate the difficulty of using references to the Revolt while casting off the dominant Orangist interpretation of the past, it is worthwhile to look at the Exclusion Act, a secret agreement between Stadholderless Holland and Commonwealth England that was part of the treaty that ended the First Anglo-Dutch War (1652-1654): the Treaty of Westminster. In signing the Exclusion Act, Holland succumbed to pressures from England's Protector Oliver Cromwell never to appoint the son of William ii as stadholder. Cromwell's demand was informed by the fact that the young prince of Orange was a nephew of the exiled king Charles ii. Should this William iii become stadholder of the powerful Dutch Republic, he might eventually help restore his uncle as king of England. Holland had signed the secret clause without consulting the States General, thereby angering Orangists at home and in the other provinces of the Republic. 41 The States of Friesland, for instance, complained at the States General about this act which they felt slighted the descendant of 'the lord Prince William the Elder […] whose bones are with us in Delft buried beneath a tomb, in his honour and in his eternal memory, erected by the State itself '.
42 By mentioning a physical reminder of William of Orange, namely his tomb, the States of Friesland sought to convince the delegates in the States General of the gratitude that was owed to the Orange dynasty. Excluding the current prince of Orange from public office was, they felt, the worst kind of ingratitude. Most Orangist publications of the period argued that gratitude was owed to the Orange dynasty.
43 To give one other example, during the Exclusion controversy in 1654 poet Johannes Beuken wrote a poem in honour of the house of Orange-Nassau, and he dedicated it to the Magistrate of the city of Leiden. In his dedication he wrote: 'What Netherlander is not most highly obliged to the serene House of Nassau? That House to which we owe, apart from God, our freedom'. 44 Here the author referred to the Revolt and in particular to William of Orange's role in the rebellion. By successfully fighting off the Spanish king from 1566 onwards, the rebels (led by Orange) had laid the first stone of a new state: the Dutch Republic. After exhorting his readers to praise the house of Orange, Beuken gave a poetic account of important sieges, battles and other events from the beginning of the Revolt in 1566 to the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 and beyond. The author claimed that what had happened during the war against Spain was 'known to virtually all'. Yet, he advised anyone 'who does not know, [to] read Emanuel van Meteren and other memoirists'.
45 Furthermore, for the readers who were less familiar with the historical narrative, Beuken clarified names and dates in explanatory footnotes.
46
Due to the widespread criticism of the Exclusion, notably by Zeeland and Friesland, Holland's grand pensionary Johan de Witt wrote a defence of this measure: the Deduction. The English ambassador in The Hague observed that the text was 'as big as half the bible' and although this was an exaggeration, it took the grand pensionary five hours to deliver his Deduction on 6 August 1654 in the assembly of the States General. 47 In it, De Witt argued that political power should not be a birth right and that the monarchical presence of the princes of Orange as stadholders was incompatible with the state's republican constitution. These were fundamental principles, yet De Witt used historical precedents, especially the Revolt, to argue more convincingly why Holland was justified in denying the young Prince William iii the right to succeed as stadholder. He posed the rhetorical question: 'has not the most important matter that has occurred in these Netherlands in people's remembrance or the memory of histories taught us 43 See also Van de Klashorst, ' "Metten schijn" ' (n. 4), p. 100; Stern, Orangism (n. 4), p. that such a negative resolution and engagement is sometimes necessary?' 48 The 'negative resolution' De Witt referred to was the States of Holland's decision in April 1581 to abjure the king, Philip ii of Spain, a decision that the States General had adopted in their Oath of Abjuration a few months later. By likening the Abjuration of 1581 to the Exclusion of 1654, De Witt reinterpreted a canonical episode in the history of the Revolt and cleverly disentangled the abjuration of Philip ii from the Orangist associations the event had acquired over time. The references to the Revolt in the Deduction, as well as the fact that the tract was publically recited in the highest political assembly of the Republic, demonstrate that De Witt recognized the political potency and canonical status of narratives about the past rebellion against Philip ii.
The Union of Utrecht (1579), as has been explained above, was an object of contested interpretations because of its constitutional importance. De Witt and the States of Holland argued that the Union confirmed the independence of the confederated provinces, whereas the other provinces claimed that by accepting the Act of Exclusion, Holland had exceeded the Union's constitutional bounds. De Witt also used less constitutionally relevant references to the Revolt to show that Holland's acquiescence in the Exclusion was lawful. He asserted, for instance, that it was not the Exclusion Act that had caused disunity within the Republic -as some provinces claimed -but that 'the Netherlands were foremost brought into a state of discord by the Heads', i.e. princes. 49 De Witt drew from the sixteenth-century past to substantiate this assertion. He briefly touched upon 'the old histories and chronicles', which 'nowadays still show us with fright in what ways our ancestors have lived under the Dukes / Counts / Bishops / and Lords in continuous dissension and disagreement'. 50 Evoking the public memory of Burgundian and Habsburg rulers, with particular attention to the persecution of heretics by Emperor Charles v and King Philip ii, the author arrived at 'those times / which are actually applicable to these': the period of the 1580s when according to De Witt all domestic troubles were caused not by the many threats of war but by the Dutch princely rulers themselves. 51 The Anjou debacle, mentioned above, was an episode supporters of True Freedom referred to in order to prove that in the past it had always been ambitious rulers who jeopardized the peace of the land. Similarly, after Anjou, Robert Dudley, earl of Leicester, was appointed governor, and he, too, refused to settle for the power conferred on him by the States General and instead tried to centralize his authority at the expense of local privileges.
52
Inasmuch as the malgovernance of over-ambitious princely rulers could torment a country, De Witt explained, the death of such a ruler could be a great cause for relief. Just as William ii's death had been a blessing in disguise, the death of William of Orange should not be seen as a tragedy according to the grand pensionary. In 1584, the States of Holland had intended to grant Prince William i the sovereignty of the province. But while they were drafting this proposal, Balthasar Gérard -a Catholic zealot from the Franche-Comté -assassinated the prince. De Witt looked back: 'Look / a dishonourable and Godless Murderer was conceived who / being bribed by the Enemies of the Land / took the life of that glorious Prince'. 53 The grand pensionary condemned the murder but added that despite the fact that the country was robbed of its leader, 'God Almighty has nonetheless created light from such deep darkness / and not only kept the State standing / but also preserved its Inhabitants / and guarded them from the new subjection they were already being rushed into'. 55 Considering that, formally, in the Dutch Republic they had never been more than stadholders, the princes of Orange claimed more respect than they were entitled to. He addressed 'the sensitive reproof / and emotional reproach of ingratitude / and underestimation towards the mentioned House of Orange' and rejected the argument that gratitude towards the prince of Orange and his forefathers is incompatible with the Exclusion.
56 He probably used the words 'sensitive' and 'emotional' in acknowledgement of the emotions that the past could stir up. The Deduction is only one example of the States Party's frequent use of references to the Revolt and of the strategies they employed to disconnect narratives about the conflict from pro-Orange associations. In many other publications, adherents of True Freedom made similar efforts.
59
Conclusion
This article has analyzed discussions about the past but in full awareness that these discussions do not by themselves change the course of history; political arguments and rhetoric need to be followed by 'real' actions in order to make a lasting impact on society. A remark of the English Ambassador in The Hague, John Thurloe, illustrates the importance of the political context for the success of having one's interpretation of events accepted by others. He observed in 1654, just after the publication of Johan de Witt's Deduction, that: regime examined in this article. By the 1650s it had become less dangerous to criticize the Orange dynasty in the present and trivialize its achievements in the past.
Yet, despite these political changes, the dominant Orangist narrative about the Revolt was remarkably resilient and grew even stronger as supporters of the house of Orange became more outspoken in their propaganda. In 1662, when discussions about the stadholderate reached a high point, Pieter de la Court noted the continued difficulty supporters of True Freedom experienced in trying to circumvent the Orangist frame of history.
62 An adherent of the States Party, he wrote the preface to an edition of the history of the Dutch Revolt by Viglius van Aytta (1507-1577). Viglius had been a member of the Council of State, an important counsellor to Philip ii of Spain when the Revolt broke out, and an outspoken critic of the leader of the Revolt William i of Orange. Prince William and his supporters, De la Court alleged, ultimately won the war and this meant: that in narrating the history of the troubles, our historiographers as subjects of the Princes, put on the stage their brave deeds and exaggerated them, concealing in the meantime, and trivialising as much as possible, their vices and follies.
63
The same could be said, mutatis mutandis, for the Habsburg Southern Netherlands. De la Court argued that South-Netherlandish historians were driven by motives similar to those of their Northern colleagues, and that 'in describing the troubles, [they] trivialise the vices and follies of the King of Spain, in order to be able to blame the troubles on the Netherlandish nobles, and particularly on the Princes of Orange'.
64 De la Court attributed Prince William's heroic reputation in the Republic not so much to his exceptional skill and courage as to the outcome of the war: the separation between the Northern and Southern Netherlands. Interestingly, De la Court toned down William of Orange's glorious war record by presenting the prince's heroic reputation as simply the result of political and military circumstances outside his control. Without risking accusation of a lack of patriotism, De la Court could thus justify the stadholderless political system that he envisaged.
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Although De la Court's perspective appears distinctly modern to readers in the twenty-first century, his relativistic approach to the past would probably not have appealed to the average early modern inhabitant of the Republic. Above all, his 62 Stern, Orangism (n. 4), p. 159. 63 P. de la Court, 'Voor-reden' to Viglius van Aytta, 'Grondig berigt van 't Nederlands oproer zo onder de hertogin van Parma, als den hertog van Alba. Beschreven in 't François', in: P. de la Court (ed.), Historie der gravelike regering in Holland, z.p. 1662, p. 209: 'dat Onse Historie-Schrijvers als onderdaanen der selver, in het verhaalen der gemelde Troubelen, alle de kloeke daaden der Princen op het tooneel bragten, ende die booven de waarheid vergrooteden, verswijgende onderentusschen ofte verkleinende soo veel doenelik, der selven ondeugden ende dwaasheden'. 64 Ibidem, p. 209-210: 'in het beschrijven der gemelde Troublen […] de ondeugden ende dwaasheden der Koningen van Hispanien verzwijgen ofte verkleinen, om alle den schuld der zelve Troublen, ten laste de Nederlandse Heeren, en bysonderlijk op de Princen van Oranjen te konnen leggen'. 65 See also Geyl, 'Het stadhouderschap' (n. 4), p. 12.
explanation further demonstrates that every time anti-Orangist political activists deployed the Revolt in support of their agenda, they first needed to address the Orangist slant of most historical narratives about the conflict.
This article has shown that propagandists of the States Party could not easily disentangle themselves from the Orangist narrative. There are two important explanations for the use of historical references to the Revolt by supporters of True Freedom. In the first place, the historical canon was recognized by many people as the foundation narrative of the Republic. In that capacity it was an important frame of reference that adherents of the States Party were unable to ignore in discussions about the Republic's legal constitution in the 1650s and 60s. The problem, however, was that supporters of the house of Orange had in the preceding decades successfully claimed the legacy of the Revolt as their moral property. As a result, recognition of William of Orange's achievements became difficult to reconcile with denying the stadholderate to the prince's great-grandson William iii.
Secondly, a polemicist who appropriated the popular historical frame of reference about the Revolt effectively compelled the opposition to do the same. Orangists accused the States Party of ingratitude and a lack of patriotism. The only way to counter these accusations -and this is also an explanation of how the States Party circumvented the Orangist slant of the dominant narrative -was to challenge the Orangist interpretation of the past and replace it with an anti-Orangist alternative. The existence of a popular and dominant interpretation of the past -in this case notably the celebration of William i of Orange as a national hero -did not preclude the existence of other interpretations, but it did force people with alternative interpretations to position themselves against the canon, compelling them constantly to debunk their opponent's reading of the past.
